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In the treatment of the Rajah of Benares and of the princesses
of Oudh, there is ground for severe criticism of Hasilngs's
conduct. His acquittal was due largely to the violence
of his opponents and to the difficulties of the impeachment
process rather than to any public sympathy with his actions.
In spite of his great and permanent work as an administrator
and as a defender of British power, Hastings had shown
himself often harsh and unyielding, and his personal atten-
tion to financial management was too dilatory. But the
time of the Mahratta War was one of the utmost difficulty,
and demanded, even if it could scarcely justify, desperate
measures. The conduct of Hastings makes clear the injustice
of leaving a Company which was working for profit responsible
for the government and defence of the country: the trial
also revealed the difficulties under which Hastings had
laboured, the obstacles which the Council had placed in Ms
way and the spiteful venom of Councillor Francis. On the
other hand, though the trial brought ruin to Hastings, it
emphasised the need for scrupulous fairness in the treatment
of Britain's native subjects. Hastings suffered for the cause
of administrative purity and equity for which, particularly
in the early years of his Governorship, he had toiled relent-
lessly.
Official interest in Indian affairs had produced something fox's India
more profitable than the trial of Hastings. A Committee feated, 1783.
had been appointed in 1781 to investigate the administration
of India, and in 1783 Fox, then the leader with North of
the Coalition Government, produced an India Bill which
bore the marks of Burke *s labour. It prohibited the reception
of presents from natives and subjected the officials of the
Company to seven Commissioners appointed by the Govern-
ment. George III successfully used his influence to quash
the Bill and to overthrow the Government, and when Pitt
took office one of his first concerns was to introduce a new
India- Bill which in 1784 became law. This Act did not
interfere with the trading interests of the Company, but in
political matters the Company was subjected to the direct
control of the Government, The Directors were sub-
ordinated, to a Board of Control, sitting in London and '

